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Introduction
With regards to the study of race in geography, Alastair Bonnett (1997, 194 ) observed a decade ago that there has been 'a perversely intense focus upon the marginal subject-groups constituted within the Western and imperial imagination. The White centre of that imagination has not been discussed'.
Following familiar parallel histories, research on gender in geography before the 1990s largely concerned women as its subject (Women and Geography Study Group 1997) , and work on sexuality focused on sexualities at the margins rather than heterosexualities (Hubbard 2000) .
The study of age in geography is also undergoing striking change, with a recent explosion of interest in children and young people following a far more limited interest in the very old. Yet geographers have still to break out of the tradition of fetishising the margins and ignoring the centre. While work on age might still be accused of being, in many ways, adults' geographies (Maxey 2006; Weller 2006) , there are no geographies of adults in sight. In this paper we ask why, and suggest what relational geographies of age might look like.
The problem is not that geographers have ignored the situated, fluid and contested nature of age. The earliest geographical studies of childhood problematised the common association of qualities, capacities, roles and life experiences with fixed chronological age groups (James 1990; Winchester 1991) . This conceptual mainstay has been developed over the last 15 years in different fields (e.g. Katz 1993; Panelli 2002; Valentine 1996) . Attention to older people's lives has been far patchier. Beyond mapping ill health and service provision, the critical literature on old age is miniscule. In the geographical work which exists, however, 'old age' has also been viewed as culturally variable and underpinned by a range of social and economic processes, lived experiences and spatial practices (e.g. Harper 1997; Harper and Laws 1995; Mansvelt 1997; Laws 1994; Pain et al 2000) . Thus, drawing on ideas within the 'new social studies of childhood ' (Holloway and Valentine 2000) and critical social gerontology (e.g. Bytheway 1995; Featherstone and Wernick 1995) , it has become a mantra among geographers that:
Age is a concept which is assumed to refer to a biological reality. However, the meaning and experience of age, and of the process of ageing, is subject to historical and cultural processes … Both youth and childhood have had and continue to have different meanings depending on young people's social, cultural and political circumstances.
(Wyn and White, 1997: 10).
This shift from seeing age and lifecourse stages as socially constructed categories rather than independent variables means that space and place gain significance. People have different access to and experiences of places on the grounds of their age, and spaces associated with certain age groups influence who uses them and how. Further, people actively create and resist particular age identities through their use of space and place (see Pain et al 2001; Valentine 2004 ).
Despite all this, age has been given a fixity which belies the suggestion of cultural variance and fluidity. Our very focus on children, and the development of a solid sub-discipline of scholarship around them, often seems at odds with how we would like to conceptualise their experiences. We might pause here to reflect why it is the very young who now have such disproportionate research attention in geography. Both older and young people inhabit the social-chronological margins, the argument goes, and in western societies are stereotyped as economically dependent, physically less able and socially excluded (Pain et al 2001) . These sweeping generalisations belie the vast social, cultural and economic diversity among both old and young and in the patterns of their lives.
However children, it seems from scanning recent geographical work, are far more accessible, appealing and rewarding as research subjects. The current explosion is a far cry from James' (1990) plea for not ignoring children. Even teenagers have been relatively neglected within all of this (Hopkins, 2006a , Valentine, 2003 , Weller 2006 ). Yet the aged geographies, particularly of young and middle aged adults, are missing altogether (Maxey 2006) . The politics of an exclusive focus on narrow identity groups -particularly those at the margins of society -are disturbing. For example, Burton et al (1996) demonstrate how the paucity of research on the particular experiences of teenagers of colour acts to label them as deviant. Equally, without situating older people clearly within the social and political relations that connect them (and which they share) with the young, analysing issues such as the fear of crime runs the risk of imagining them as fearful, irrational victims (see for example Loader et al 1998).
One way forward, as we elaborate in the rest of the paper, is to create more relational geographies of age. If we think about and work with age as being produced in the interactions between different people, then it becomes more difficult to talk about geographies of children, older people or anyone else in A second important consideration and core theme for our paper is participation. We suggest this somewhat cautiously, as despite recent proliferation of interest in human geography, it cannot offer a panacea for identity research. But if we accept that much work on geographies of age is planned, conducted, theorised and disseminated by young and middle-aged adults -and that our positionalities and perspectives are as aged as the experiences we are involved in researching -then participation in the form of co-research with nonacademics becomes a feasible way forward. We return to this point in our conclusion.
In the remainder of the paper, we highlight three concepts which geographers are beginning to adopt in their work on age which, together, undermine the narrow focus on the very young and the very old, and provide a framework for thinking about age relationally. These are intergenerationality, intersectionality and lifecourse. We want to be clear that these concepts are not new; they have a reasonably long heritage in other disciplines, and are beginning to be employed by geographers. Intergenerationality is a keystone of these more relational geographies of age, and has implications which merit far more attention than it has received so far. It refers to the relations and interactions between generational groups.
Intergenerationality
Viewing intergenerationality as an aspect of social identity suggests that individuals' and groups' sense of themselves and others is partly on the basis of generational difference or sameness. These identities are not fixed but dynamic, affected by the relations between different age groups or generations which may vary (Bytheway 1995; Edmunds and Turner 2002a) . Interaction, isolation, divergence, conflict, cooperation and so on all have material effects on the experiences and quality of life of older and younger people in particular settings.
A stance that intergenerationality is important in understanding the construction and experience of identity entails more than, for example, acknowledging that what it is to be a child is affected by people of other age groups. It also suggests that identities of children and others are produced through interactions with other age/generational groups and are in a constant state of flux. Therefore, children and childhood interact with others in family and community settings and so are more than children alone; studying them in context adds new layers to our understanding. 
Conclusions: moving forward
A call for more relational geographies of age runs throughout this paper. This is one way forward, we suggest, conceptually. In this brief discussion of a new seam of geographical scholarship on age, and the large territory which remains to be mapped, we have argued that the three concepts of intergenerationality, intersectionality and lifecourse undermine the narrow focus of geographers to date on the very young and the very old, and provide a framework for thinking about age relationally. Further, rather than suggesting they are deployed in isolation, we have tried to show how they relate to each other. This means of conceptualising geographies of age is relevant to all areas of the discipline, not just the social geographies of identity where most interest has focused to date.
Few studies within the discipline have made an explicit attempt to link these three concepts. However, there is some recent work which may provide a useful reference point for developing future relational geographies of age. In conclusion, it is time for analysis of age in human geography to take a more inclusive and holistic view, and at the same time to become more conscious of the politics of fetishising the social-chronological margins. As yet, analysis of age is a little way off taking its place among the other maturing approaches to social identities and difference in human geography.
